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In Search of a Name for Lesbians Who
Mother Their Non-Biological Children
Rhonda Brown
Amaryll Perlesz
ABSTRACT. We are interested in how language has been used in the
literature to describe and define the role and relationship of non-birth lesbian
mothers to their children. Although previous researchers and clinicians have
presented strong cases for a variety of descriptions, there is little agreement
about what language best reflects and, indeed, legitimizes this relationship.
We have previously argued that “the search for a definitive term is unlikely to
bear fruit” (Brown & Perlesz, 2007), and, in this article, we revisit the variety
of labels used and explore the implications of this language. Language is
not only determined by social and individual understandings of mothering
and parenting, but is also influenced by pathways to lesbian parenting and
negotiated roles and relationships within families. Language has the power
not only to acknowledge and affirm but also to negate and render invisible
the position and distinctive contribution of lesbian mothers who have not
given birth to their children.
KEYWORDS. Lesbian families, lesbian mothers, lesbian parent, parent,
lesbian co-mothers, language
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There is no universally accepted, understood, or recognized term that
adequately describes and defines the relationship of a parenting lesbian
to her children when she has not given birth to those children. In the
absence of a commonly used and understood language, the other mother’s
unique and significant role and the responsibility and relationship she has
with her children can go unacknowledged and indeed be hidden to those
outside the family (Muzio, 1999). It has been argued that this absence of
words to succinctly describe her role symbolizes her invisibility (Patterson,
1995). This invisibility, without legal recognition and social status, will
affect her interactions with her family, the broader community, and within
public institutions and service systems. To the outside world, she is neither
mother, nor father, nor, in some instances, is she even considered a real
parent (Lewin, 1993; Patterson, 1995; Wilson, 2000).
In this article, through deconstructing and exploring the language used,
less so by the women and children in these families themselves (Brown
& Perlesz, 2007), but by researchers and clinicians writing about lesbian-
parented families, we expose the inherent heteronormativity in these labels
and how researchers’ language contributes to co-mothers’ invisibility.
SETTING THE SCENE FOR “NO LANGUAGE”
Departing from Tradition
Pollack (1990) suggests that finding terms to identify roles and relation-
ships in lesbian-parented families is far more complex than for heterosexual
women who parent. Despite the existence of other diverse heterosexual-
parented family forms, including adopted, foster, sole-parented, step, and
blended families, lesbian-parented families perhaps present the most chal-
lenges for mainstream society. Of course, there is also radical potential for
gay fathering to undermine dominant social discourses around parenting
(Berkowitz, 2007). The myths and homophobic concerns that accompany
gay men intentionally raising children without mothers via surrogacy, adop-
tion, fostering, and co-parenting are both similar and different to homo-
phobic attitudes facing gay men fathering post-heterosexual relationships.
The lens applied to lesbian mothering and gay fathering is also not one
and the same because mothers and fathers have different status in patriar-
chal Western society, and homophobic attitudes and heterosexist concerns
differ toward gay men as fathers in comparison to lesbian mothers. In
this article, we focus on lesbians parenting outside traditional notions of
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family, beyond gendered understandings of parenthood, without legal
sanction and social recognition, and who are challenging heterosexual
norms that govern parenting roles and identities (Benkov, 1994; Dunne,
2000).
The mother role has been described as a “primary [and] fundamental
commitment to childbearing” (Thompson & Laible, 1999, p. 107). The
act of mothering within a family consists of the nurturing and caring by
a mother for a child with the responsibility historically falling almost ex-
clusively on one woman, the biological mother (Clunis & Green, 1995;
Glenn, 1994). This idealized view of motherhood has been increasingly
contested as more women seek to return to the paid workforce sharing the
primary responsibilities of mothering with partners and extended family.
Families are separating and re-forming, and increasing numbers of lesbians
are choosing to have children. For lesbians forming families outside het-
erosexual relationships, there may be two or more mothers, and children
will have a variety of biological and social paternal and donor involvement.
In creating new family forms and new definitions of family as alterna-
tives to the traditional family of one mother, one father, and their offspring,
lesbians are challenging the traditional family as the only viable and real
family (Benkov, 1994). Lesbian mothers present a conflicting, contradic-
tory dual identity—lesbian and mother—that pits myths and stereotypes
about both heterosexuality and homosexuality against one another (Siegen-
thaler & Bigner, 2000; Stiglitz, 1990). In creating their own families, les-
bians are also “reconstructing cultural understandings of family and par-
enting” (Dalton & Bielby, 2000, p. 42), thereby challenging previous views
that being lesbian and mother were somehow contradictory (Hequembourg
& Farrell, 1999; Speziale & Gopalakrishna, 2004). Lesbian motherhood is
not an oxymoron but simply a social role describing same-sex-orientated
women who nurture and raise children (Speziale & Gopalakrishna, 2004).
DEFINED BY WHAT SHE IS, NOT WHO SHE IS
There have been multiple terms used in the literature to define and de-
scribe the lesbian non-birth parent’s role and relationship to her children.
The variety of terms and language used reflects something of the diver-
sity among lesbian-parented families and their diverse family structures.
Terms such as non-biological mother, non-birth mother, non-biological
parent, non-birth parent, co-parent, co-mother, other mother, stepmother
and stepparent have been variously used. Sometimes these terms are used
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interchangeably, not only within the literature but by lesbians themselves.
It is a common experience when we speak publicly to either lesbian or non-
lesbian audiences that we find ourselves having to justify and explain not
only what we mean by a particular term used but also why we have privi-
leged one over another. Lesbian parents themselves have their own reasons
why they might prefer one term to another and can feel misrepresented by
terms chosen on their behalf.
While the literature uses multiple terms, there is little discourse around
the terms and sense made of these. The following discussion attempts to
deconstruct some of the more common terms used to define and describe
the role and relationship of the non-birth parent within her family. These
labels both partially succeed in and fail to adequately describe and define
these relationships and the distinctive role of the non-birth parent.
Non-Biological or Non-Birth Mother
Let us begin with non-biological mother. This term draws on both bi-
ology and gender to identify something about this role. It locates the role
within a context of a woman’s relationship to a child, that of a mother, but
also speaks of the lack of biological connections to her child. Mothers are
often assumed to have given birth; therefore, there is a necessary blood
connection between a mother and her child. There are, of course, excep-
tions to this, for instance, in families where children have been adopted
or conceived via donor insemination and egg donation. However, rarely is
the heterosexual adoptive mother referred to socially as a non-biological
mother or, for that matter, the child described as a non-biological child.
Nor are heterosexual parents whose partner has received an egg or sperm
donation via assisted insemination or in vitro fertilization (IVF) referred to
as non-biological parents. Yet, the term non-biological is frequently used
to identify the non-birth lesbian mother. Having two mothers is some-
what of an anathema given that, traditionally, families have been formed
with one mother and one father, and, surely, if one has not given birth,
she must be considered as something other than mother by those in the
mainstream.
In a patriarchal society, a non-biological mother may be viewed as lesser
than or not a real mother, as motherhood is in the main associated with
biology and blood connection (Muzio, 1999). The emphasis on the con-
nection between biology and motherhood fails to capture the social nature
of mothering or, indeed, parenting. However, within mainstream family
formation, adoption, fostering, assisted insemination, and step-mothering
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are socially constructed as acceptable and legitimate ways of conferring
the status of motherhood on a woman who is not biologically related to
her child. Here, we keep coming back to the same point, and that is the
inconsistency that speaks for a hidden or not so hidden discrimination
against non-biological lesbian mothers. Even worse than being rendered
invisible is Muzio’s (1999) more literal interpretation of non-biological,
where she suggests that the term bio from the Greek bios literally means
life and logikos pertains to speech and reason. Therefore, being “identi-
fied as non-biological is either having life without speech or [life] without
reason” (Muzio, 1999, p. 204).
Aimee Miller (2006), reflecting on her own journey toward parenthood,
expresses some sadness that she is defined by what she is not, as the non-
biological parent, non-birth mother, and that there is no parenting category
into which she easily fits. In this instance, she is defined by what she is not
rather than what she is. Lesbians themselves can fall into this language,
forced to use descriptive terms to identify the fact that they have not been
involved in bearing a child— non-biological—but seeking to be recognized
as being involved in childrearing as a mother. The term non-biological
mother draws attention to a lack of biological connection rather than her
significant role and position as mother or parent. This language barrier to
connectedness with her child/ren will not only contribute to constructing
her identity as a possibly less-than-mother but can also in part shape the
way she parents her child/ren. The other impact less often spoken about in
the literature will be the non-biological mother’s and others’ constructions
of relational identities and patterns more systemically within the family as
a whole. The lines, so to speak, will be more firmly drawn via blood and
biology, and being part of a socially constructed weaker link can have, as the
children get older, a developmentally compounding detrimental influence
over time.
Non-birth mother shifts the attention from biology to birth, although
birth still implies a biological or blood connection and continues to be
descriptive of what she is not rather than what she is. This again emphasizes
lack—her lack of involvement in bearing and birthing her child, rather than
her positive and active role and relationship as a mother and parent. While
it clearly identifies something of the physical process of having a child or
not, which in itself could be argued as an important distinction, it does
little to highlight the potential of both mothering and parenting as a social
relationship. Being the non-birth mother could be construed by others
outside the family, as with non-biological, that she is not a real mother, and
as affecting her capacity to build a relationship with the child, particularly
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in the early stages of child development if she is the non-biological, non-
birth, non-breastfeeding mother.
Another conceptual problem with terms like biological/non-biological
and birth/non-birth is that they are dichotomous, structural distinctions
that constrain and impede understandings of the more fluid, ever-changing
social action of doing family in post-modern, lesbian-parented family life
(Perlesz et al., 2006; Weeks, Heaphy, & Donovan, 2001).
Second Mother, Social Mother, or Social Parent
Lewin (1993) offers the term second mother. However, this label poten-
tially minimizes her significant role and is suggestive of something other
than or secondary to the mother. Interestingly, while Lewin does allude to
there being a second mother in the lesbian-parented families she studied,
she rarely mentions the second mother in the presentation of her findings
and instead focuses on the birth-mother. Perhaps this is a reflection of
the perceived secondary nature of her role—a less important role or the
invisibility of her position.
The term social mother has also been used (Speziale & Gopalakrishna,
2004; Vanfraussen, 2002), bringing into focus the social aspect of moth-
ering but continues to privilege mothering. An alternative term is social
parent (Vanfraussen, Ponjaert-Kristoffersen, & Brewaeys, 2002), which
both highlights the social nature of parenting and perhaps reflects the na-
ture of parenting as a socially constructed relationship between an adult
and a child rather than a biological one. While social mother does recog-
nize the social aspects of parenting, this term may inadvertently imply that
the child’s other mother is purely a birthing parent.
Co-Parent, Co-Mother, or Step-Mother
Muzio (1999) notes that the term co-parent consists of the word co
originating from the Latin word cum meaning with or together and par-
ents from the Latin word parere meaning to bring forth or breed. Like
non-biological, this again draws attention to biology, and, as a genderless
term, it could be used for either mothers or fathers or indeed a friend with
whom one is co-parenting.1 Muzio concludes that the lesbian co-parent
must lose either life, speech, or gender to name herself, her role, and re-
lationship with the birth-mother and child (Muzio, 1999). For this reason,
she argues that the term co-mother more accurately identifies her role as
a mother. However, she also suggests co-mother does little to recognize
the difference between herself and the birth-mother, which she argues is
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“central to a coherent and authentic [sense of] self” (Muzio, 1999, p. 208).
Muzio’s argument, here, rests on the conservative and heterosexist psy-
choanalytically posited centrality of birthing to feminine fulfillment. One
could just as easily argue that co-mother simply means that we are mother-
ing together. Two mothers—why do they need to be differentiated? Some
lesbian parents, particularly in de novo or planned, intentional families (in
contrast to lesbian step-families parenting post previous heterosexual or
lesbian relationships), purposefully choose not to disclose who the birth
mother is when interacting in the public domain (Lindsay et al., 2006;
McNair et al., 2008). These lesbian mothers have a coherent and authentic
sense of self (Perlesz et al., 2006a), as lesbians who have chosen to jointly
share mothering in egalitarian ways that are clearly at odds with not only a
psychoanalytical framework but also with the traditional gendered division
of labor in heterosexual-parented families (Weeks et al., 2001).
Wilson (2000) also prefers the term co-mother to non-biological, arguing
that the term non-biological is suggestive she is lacking something or
is empty of life in some way. Like Muzio, Wilson rejects the term co-
parent, as it obscures her gender—and denies motherhood (Speziale &
Gopalakrishna, 2004)—and does little to describe the unique relationship
between the lesbian co-parent and her children. (Muzio, 1999; Slater,
1995). The concerns about uniqueness and differentiation expressed by
Muzio, Wilson, and Slater are difficult to embrace because they have
undertones of a desire to mimic heterosexual parenting. That is, it is good
to have a mother and a father who can contribute differentially and in
unique ways to child development. Lesbians who choose to co-parent or
co-mother will, by dint of being individual women, have different skills
and life experience that will bring distinctive styles to parenting/mothering.
The label co-parent has nothing within it that is obviously associated
with lesbian parenting. Though it is self-explanatory as a shared parent-
ing activity, some women may prefer it as a label for that very reason,
particularly those in de novo lesbian-parented families who negotiate joint
parenting status prior to the birth of their child.
Susan Pollack (1990) favors the term parent to mother. Speaking as a
lesbian mother herself, Pollack argues that parent is a more inclusive term,
incorporating a range of persons who are not biological mothers but who
are caring for children such as co-parents, stepparents, adoptive parents,
and others raising children. However, she draws attention to the fact that
she also uses lesbian mother as a way of countering the belief that being a
lesbian and a mother is a contradiction, and that putting the words together
is important in claiming visibility (Pollack, 1990). Here, she is using the
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term lesbian mother in a political sense. Though, of course, all search-
ing for language for the other mother relies on a political deconstruction
of social discourses around parenting and mothering. The terms lesbian
mother/s and lesbian co-mother/s distinguish lesbians who are parenting
from heterosexuals who are parenting; not only that they have a different
sexual orientation but that there are two mothers. The most controversial
and confronting aspects of lesbian parenting are that lesbians are some-
times mothers, mothers are sometimes lesbians, and families sometimes
have one, two, or more mothers.
In her ethnographic study of five lesbian stepfamilies, Janet Wright
(1998) takes a different approach to language, and rather than focusing on
identity alone, she describes the varying parenting roles and uses different
terms to reflect her understanding of these roles and relationships. Wright
describes three step-parenting positions among the participating families:
(1) the co-parent stance; (2) the stepmother stance; and (3) the co-mother
stance. Each stance represents the different roles assumed within the family
and, in particular, the level of involvement in parenting the children. Each
of these lesbian stepfamilies also had both a mother and an unmother, but
the latter term is not explained or defined. It is hard to think of it as meaning
anything but not-mother, which gives little clue as to what she actually is
as opposed to what she is not.
According to Wright, the three stepparent stances represent “an inter-
play of adult preferences for tasks traditionally defined as mothering or
fathering or a combination of these roles, children’s willingness to accept
those preferences, and the division of responsibility for and power with
children” (1998, p. 127). The co-parent stance describes a helper, sup-
porter, consultant to the biological mother, an active parent of the children,
and a dedicated and committed family member, though “the power and
responsibility for the children is weighted toward the biological mother”
(1998, p. 128). Co-parenting here is defined in relationship to the biological
mother, rather than as a reciprocal, collaborative, egalitarian co-parenting
relationship. Wright equates this role with that of a father who spends less
time in the home, more time in the paid workforce, protecting and playing
with the children, and helping the mother with daily routines and nurturing.
The father role here is particularly applicable to the stepparent preferring a
more distant parenting role. Even though Wright suggests that the position
of the lesbian stepparent is unique, she draws a parallel with a gendered
understanding of parenting—that of the father—to explain this position.
The stepmother stance involves what Wright describes as more tradi-
tional mothering tasks such as nurturing of the child, and that the stepparent
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enters the family with the socially driven expectation that “she can and will
mother the children” (1998, p. 128). As with the co-parent stance, primary
responsibility for the children remains with the biological mother. Wright’s
choice of language and description of parenting roles fit within traditional
and gendered understandings of parenting. In studies of heterosexual par-
ented stepfamilies, stepmothers experience more difficulties in their step-
parenting role than do stepfathers (Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 1999).
This is thought to be because of societal expectations that stepmothers will
assume the primary nurturing and caretaking of children (Salwen, 1990).
This becomes more complicated for the lesbian stepmother where there
is already a mother in her own separate household primarily responsible
for the children. What role, then, for the stepmother who is faced with the
social and perhaps personal expectations of adopting a mothering role?
Although in heterosexual-parented families there is an expectation of step-
mothers’ primary involvement with the children, it has been shown that
“regardless of time since family formation, stepparents are less authorita-
tive and more disengaged with stepchildren than they are with their own
biological children in blended stepfamilies, or than biological parents in
first marriages are with their children” (Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan,
1999, p. 151).
Finally, Wright (1998) describes the co-mother stance where both moth-
ers share equal rights and responsibilities for the children. Although the
mother, children, and co-mother were comfortable with this role, they
found that this position was constantly challenged outside the family
(Wright, 1998). Wright’s is a very small sample of only five families,
and even if we accepted her framework for understanding stepfamilies,
whether or not step-lesbian families adopted a co-parent, the stepmother
or co-mother arrangement would be influenced by various factors. These
include sociocultural and family background factors for both lesbian par-
ents, the length of their relationship, and, most significantly, the age of the
children, the children’s perspective and experience of being mothered, and
the negotiated understanding between the parents pre and post the women
choosing to live together with the children.
In Jacqui Gabb’s (2005) more recent study of 13 families, lesbian parents
“expressed a strong dislike of the term co-parent” (p. 587) and a “reluctance
to embrace the two mums model” (p. 595). Gabb settled on the distinction
between birth-mothers and other mothers as a way of differentiating the
particularities of experience of the 18 lesbian parents in her study. Worth
noting here is that 3 of her 11 birth-mothers conceived, as lesbian, through
artificial insemination via donor, while the rest conceived via heterosexual
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reproduction. Were these latter 8 women in heterosexual partnerships at that
time, or did they engage in hetero-sex in order to get pregnant in the context
of a lesbian relationship and planned, shared lesbian parenting? Gabb
makes no distinction between planned de novo or step-lesbian-parented
families, and if we assume that the majority of her sample were the latter,
it makes sense that her other mothers claimed less identity as co-parents
or mums because they had not assumed or negotiated joint or substantial
parenting or mothering responsibilities in the context of their stepfamilies.
The non-biological other mothers in Gabb’s study did not embrace the
identity of mother as they believed “being a mother was something earned
over time and through maternal labor—at least one of which they did not
experience” (Gabb, 2005, p. 595). It is interesting that these parents them-
selves adopt a dominant discourse in equating mothering with maternity,
bearing, and birthing children—something they had not participated in.
Other mothers in Gabb’s study were also uncomfortable with the term co-
parent. Gabb and her respondents seemed to be using the label of co-parent
as a somewhat removed, step-back position of parenting, thereby masking
the extent of the other mothers’ commitment to parenting or, as argued
above, the opposite—an absence of a negotiated agreement to mother.
A parenting role “connotes an intimate, ongoing, and involved rela-
tionship” (Thompson & Laible, 1999, p. 107) with children, including
responsibilities such as provision for economic and material needs, of-
fering guidance and instruction, and exercising authority in the lives of
offspring (Thompson & Laible, 1999). It has been argued that responsible
parenting can take place in a variety of family structures and is socially
rather than biologically constructed (Silverstein & Auerbach, 1999). Chil-
dren need neither specifically designated mothers nor fathers to fulfill these
parenting roles but rather “ . . . at least one responsible, caretaking adult
who has a positive emotional connection to them and with whom they have
a consistent relationship” (Silverstein & Auerbach, 1999, pp. 397–398).
How then do we name the other mother who has a positive emotional con-
nection and consistent relationship with her partner’s children in contexts
of both planned and step-parenting arrangements?
Wright (1998) suggests there are a number of factors that shape how
the stepparent is defined and accepted within each family as a parent. It
depends on how the stepparent herself understands her role and the role
of a parent or mother; it is affected by the willingness of the birth-mother
to accommodate the stepparent’s ideas and share the parenting role; and
it depends on how comfortable the children are with the stepparent’s role
and her relationships within the family. Wright suggests it is not so much
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about how the family defines the relationship, but rather it is some measure
of how comfortable and secure each of the family members are with the
stepparent role. She also notes that these roles are not without conflict and
unrest from time to time, and that this relationship is negotiated not only
by the parents but by the children as well (Wright, 1998). This highlights
the relational aspect of parenting and suggests that negotiated parenting
relationships develop and change over time.
In Gabb’s (2005) study, the other mothers were mostly identified by
their given names, e.g., Sue, Anne, etc., rather than naming their role. It is
possible that the language preferred by these other mothers was influenced
by the way these families were formed, given that most were formed
with children from previous relationships. As Gabb does not distinguish
between de novo and stepfamilies, the degree to which this influenced
their choice of language is unclear. In our own work, we have found vast
differences between lesbian-parented, planned de novo and stepfamilies,
both in how the parenting relationship is negotiated and the choice of
language to describe this relationship (Brown & Perlesz, 2007; Perlesz et
al., 2006, 2006a, 2006b). In lesbian-parented de novo families, the non-
birth parent’s role and position is likely to have been negotiated from
the beginning, with both mothers more likely to be equally involved in
the planning and subsequent parenting of their child. Attempting to make
sense of these families conceptually in a patriarchal society that idealizes
motherhood is problematic because both parents are more likely to identify
as mothers. On the other hand, the parenting position of the lesbian entering
a relationship where her partner already has children is likely to be less
clear and may be more tenuous and more difficult to define and describe.
It is well documented that lesbian co-mothers in planned lesbian-
parented families have a higher level of involvement in childcare than
heterosexual fathers, and that gay male parenting couples also undertake
parenting more equitably than heterosexual partners, although not as equi-
tably as lesbian couples do (Chan et al., 1998; Johnson & O’Connor, 2002;
Patterson & Chan, 1999; Vanfraussen, Ponjaert-Kristoffersen, & Brewaeys,
2003). However, what is less clear is whether co-mothers in lesbian step-
families parent as equitably as co-mothers in planned de novo lesbian
families. Our own qualitative research findings with a small sample (N =
25) of Australian lesbian-parented families and our clinical experience
as family therapists indicate that stepparents/mothers are less likely than
co-mothers/non-birth mothers in planned two-mother families to share an
equal role in parenting with the lesbian birth mother. In contrast to this, van
Dam (2004) studied a much larger sample of two-mother lesbian-parented
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(both planned and step) households in the U.S. (N = 180). She reported
that half the households’ mothers devoted equal time to parenting. How-
ever, the remainder reported less equal parenting. She attributed this to
factors such as commitment to paid employment outside the home rather
than whether or not the families were planned de novo or step households.
The latter is a significant finding and worthy of further research because it
implies that language used around mothering in two-mother families will
not always necessarily be easily compartmentalized and understood along
lines of de novo (“We’re in this parenting together for the long haul”) vs.
stepfamilies (“I’m not sure what role I want you to play with my children”
or “I’m not sure what role I want to play with your children”).
It is also useful to make a distinction between private and public lan-
guage and negotiation of relationships within lesbian-parented de novo
and stepfamilies. In the former, children are born into negotiated, planned
parenting households where the language the mothers use for and to each
other becomes the language of the child—a way of life. What becomes
more difficult for these families is the translation of this ordinary, normal
experience into the other mainstream culture that disqualifies this expe-
rience and labels it as odd, unusual, or at worst, wrong or bad for the
children.
Step-lesbian-parented families have both internal family and external
challenges. Internally, there is a need to establish a range of negotiated
relationships around who does what parenting (if any) with which chil-
dren. What is age appropriate, and are there other pre-existing parenting
relationships that need to be negotiated? What language does the family
negotiate regarding social parenting and social mothering? The stepmother
is more likely to be marginalized—partly within the family because other
parents have earlier and prior claims to parenting, but certainly, too, beyond
the family for all the reasons presented above.
CONCLUSION
This article has identified a variety of labels used for the lesbian mother
who has not given birth to her children, with little agreement among authors
as to which one is the most appropriate. As our previous work (Brown &
Perlesz, 2007) demonstrates, lesbian mothers themselves, as well as their
children and families, also use varied labels and ways to describe and define
their family roles and relationships. We identified 45 different terms used
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to describe the lesbian parent who had not given birth to some or all of her
children. Some of these terms were used within the immediate family, some
by extended family members, and others by those outside the family. The
language used will, to some extent, be determined by understandings of
mothering and parenting, but will also be influenced by family formation as
well as perceived and negotiated roles and relationships. Language use can
acknowledge and affirm the distinctive parenting contribution of lesbian
mothers who have not given birth to their children. Our own search for
language has led us to conclude that it is unrealistic to expect one term
or label to adequately represent all lesbian-parented families’ changes
over time, and their complex ways of doing and negotiating parenting.
Our language, as researchers and clinicians working with and writing
about lesbian parenting and two-mother families, also has to be constantly
modified and adapted to create greater centrality and visibility for co-
mothers in lesbian-parented family life.
NOTE
1. Among lesbian and gay parents in Australia, the term co-parenting is increasingly
being used to describe a shared parenting arrangement between lesbian mothers and a
gay man who may or may not be the sperm donor of their child/ren.
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